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The dispersion of a distribution of income, consumption or other welfare indicator, (or its 1 inequality), is also an important dimension that is largely ignored. Inequality is moving to the 2 forefront of the development policy agenda, in recognition of its relationship to poverty and poverty 3 reduction (Melamed, 2012): inequality directly determines the rate of poverty reduction, and certain 4 types of inequalities (e.g. access to health care, education or markets, or civil and political rights) 5 have a direct causal effect on poverty (Jones, 2009). Equity has largely been addressed indirectly in 6 pro-poor conservation through the implicit assumption about spreading the costs or benefits, or as a 7 secondary concern, as with post hoc comparisons of the equity of outcomes (White et al., 2012) . 8
Pro-poor conservation would benefit from a focus on inequality as this would provide an incentive to 9 focus on those groups which are left behind. 10
Biodiversity 11
Biodiversity is defined by the Convention on Biological Diversity as "the variability among living 12 organisms from all sources including diversity within species, between species and of ecosystems" 13 (CBD, 1992) . However, biodiversity is often used to refer to the amount, in terms of species and 14 populations, or to specific elements of biodiversity rather than variety per se (Roe et al., 2013) . 15 Biodiversity, like poverty, is a fundamentally multidimensional concept (Lyashevska and Farnsworth, 16 2012): it can be measured in terms of different components (genetic, population/species, and 17 community/ecosystem; see Table 2 ). Each of these components has compositional, structural and 18 functional attributes which can be considered the three-dimensions of biodiversity (Lyashevska and 19 Farnsworth, 2012) . This means that no single level of organisation (e.g. gene, population, 20 community) is fundamental, and different levels of resolution are appropriate for different questions 21 (Noss, 1990) . 22 Due to the sheer number of species and the difficulty of sampling many ecosystems, 23 measurements need to be simplified into tractable, quantifiable units that can be compared across There are two main problems with the use of the term "biodiversity" in pro-poor 6 conservation. Firstly, where biodiversity has been defined, it is typically measured using a narrow 7 perspective such as species richness, or a proxy that does not include any ecological information, 8 such as perceptions of change in animal populations or attitudes towards conservation (Agrawal and 9
Redford, 2006). Broader approaches to defining and measuring biodiversity have yet to be 10 incorporated into pro-poor conservation efforts. Conservation measures that aim to enhance a 11 specific attribute or component of biodiversity may have unanticipated effects on other measures of 12 biodiversity; multiple measures targeting specific combinations of attributes and components of 13 biodiversity are therefore needed (Agrawal and Redford, 2006). Secondly, the components used to 14 frame biodiversity are often not clarified, rendering the collected data meaningless. Knowing the 15 biodiversity (however measured) of one place, group or time is not useful in itself; it is the 16 comparable measurements of biodiversity from multiple places, groups or times that can be used to 17
answer crucial questions about how we might best act to conserve it (Purvis and Hector, 2000) . 18 Ineffective application of social science research methods has also limited monitoring value 6 due to a lack of meaningful participation. Given the range of different dimensions that need to be 7 considered and in order to ensure data quality, the dimensions on which monitoring should focus and we believe addressing these flaws must now become a priority. We propose five key 4 recommendations to facilitate the collection of an evidence base that will enable the success of pro-5 poor conservation strategies to be determined (summarised in Table 3 important for the wider scientific community, regular feedback of findings to stakeholders is also 20 essential; it reaffirms that their involvement is being acted on in a transparent manner and also 21 fosters social learning (Williams, 2011) . 22
Conclusion 23
In this review, we have bought together literature from across the natural, social and 24 interdisciplinary domains to assess why there is a lack of evidence for success in pro-poor 25 conservation. This paper demonstrates that success is being compromised in pro-poor conservation 26 through a lack of attention to fundamental details in defining key terms and inappropriate 1 monitoring. We propose recommendations that will improve pro-poor conservation through 2 building upon clear definitions and engaging in meaningful participation with rigorous monitoring 3 and reporting of outcomes. Much has been learnt about the failure of ICDPs, but mistakes continue 4 to be repeated, and we are certainly not the first to call for rigorous, systematic monitoring in 5 conservation (e.g. Blom et al., 2010 , Bottrill et al., 2011 , Jones, 2012 ). This highlights a disconnect 6 between research and practice that urgently needs to be resolved leading to a culture of effective, 7 rather than simply well-intentioned, conservation practice (Pullin et al., 2013) . 8
Given that the challenges facing biodiversity and inequality worldwide show no signs of 9 diminishing; the rational for addressing biodiversity conservation and poverty reduction together is 10 ever more important. In order to increase funding for conservation activities and to encourage 11 donor confidence in conservation investments; there needs to be considerably more attention 12 devoted to developing and applying robust and cost-effective approaches for evaluating success 13 
